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At AGM 2001, TAC presented to the Group a “Progress Report on Regional 
Approach to Research” (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/32) which recorded progress achieved during 
2001 in the implementation of Plank 41 of the new CGIAR vision and strategy endorsed at 
ICW 2000. The progress report highlighted the action taken by GFAR, regional and 
subregional organizations and CGIAR Centres to facilitate regional consultation processes to 
establish a regional approach to research priority setting and implementation for the CGIAR 
and NARS as envisaged by Plank 4.  
 
The progress report also recorded the steps taken by TAC, in collaboration with 
GFAR, national and regional institutions and CGIAR Centres, to facilitate the implementation 
of the Group’s decision at ICW’00 for piloting an experimental bottom-up, priority setting 
approach in the Central America sub-region. In support of the regional approach to research, 
TAC prepared or commissioned several documents during 2001 and shared them with the 
Group at MTM 2001 and AGM 2001. These are summarized in Section 2. 
 
This progress report (SDR/iSC:IAR/02/27) of the iSC to AGM 2002 records the action 
taken by TAC/iSC and developments since AGM 2001 in further facilitating the regional 
approach to research in the CGIAR. This is described in Sections 3 and 4. The report ends 
with Section 5 which offers some concluding remarks and suggestions about the future. 
 
 
                                                 
1 Plank 4 of the new CGIAR vision and strategy calls for the adoption, in collaboration with national and 
regional partners, of a regional approach to research planning, priority setting and implementation. 
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2. Developments since ICW 2000 and up to AGM 2001 
 
Developments in since ICW 2000 and up to AGM 2001 were reported to the Group at 
AGM 2001 by TAC and included the following: 
 
2.1 Regional Approach to Research for the CGIAR and its Partners 
(SDR/TAC:IAR/01/09) 
 
Once the Group approved the new vision and strategy at ICW 2000, there was a need 
to elaborate on the conceptual basis of the strategic Plank 4. This was done by TAC in the 
document prepared by Alain de Janvry and Amir Kassam entitled “Regional Approach to 
Research for the CGIAR and its Partners” (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/09). This was presented to the 
Group at MTM 2001. 
 
The paper provided an elaboration on Plank 4 of the new CGIAR vision and strategy. 
Given the poverty and impact focus of international public goods research, both NARS and 
the CGIAR have advantages in pursuing a regional approach as a component of their 
respective activities to address poverty and food security. For the NARS in the region, this 
means seeking at the regional level advantages that they could not derive solely from a 
national-level approach, thus complementing and supplementing the national approach.  For 
the CGIAR, this means seeking complementary gains that it could not achieve exclusively 
through a global or ecoregional approach. These mutual advantages open the door for 
partnerships in regional research between NARS and their regional organizations, and the 
CGIAR.  
 
 The paper highlighted the advantages as well as risks and limitations of a regional 
approach to research, and noted some emerging lessons, and the next steps. Key advantages 
include: (a) economies of scale in research that can be captured through a regional approach 
when they could not at the national level; (b) positive externalities that can be better 
internalized at the regional level than at the national level, creating greater incentives to invest 
in research; (c) division of labour and specialization among the scientists in the region on a 
comparative advantage basis; (d) elevating research priorities above national processes and 
cycles to give greater continuity in research undertakings; (f) giving guidance and coherence 
to national and international donors and investors by providing an overall framework with 
well defined research priorities; and (g) opportunities for scientists to exchange information 
on research issues specific to the region. For the CGIAR, the underlying guiding principles of 
a regional approach are: coordination with development agents in the region; broad 
participation of stakeholders involved in the struggle against poverty; and partnerships 
between CGIAR and NARS in the region on win-win research initiatives. Regions are 
heterogeneous and, within regions, poverty is itself highly heterogeneous. As a result, a 
regional approach will differ across regions according to the specificity of the region and, 
within the region, it will have to deliver instruments of poverty reduction that cater to the 
heterogeneity of poverty.  The information needed for priority setting is highly imperfect, and 
largely available at the local level. Mobilizing this information, formulating demand driven 
research priorities and facilitating collaboration and division of labour for research requires 
participation of stakeholders which a regional approach can greatly facilitate. 
 
 A regional approach is beset with risks and limitations arising from several unknowns 
that need to be addressed. These are: the lack of experience in planning and implementing 
regional research priorities in the manner and scale envisaged by Plank 4; lack of effective 
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traditional partners and of the catalytic institution for a particular region; the need for regional 
ownership of the process and outputs; weakness in the database coverage and quality and in 
the understanding of the poverty processes and impact pathways; high transaction costs in 
coordinating with other development partners; and lack of donor and investor support. 
 
2.2 The Pilot Experiment in Central America 
 
To facilitate the implementation of the Group’s decision at ICW 2000 for piloting an 
experimental bottom-up, priority setting approach in the Central America sub-region, TAC 
worked closely with GFAR, FORAGRO, FONTAGRO and CGIAR Centres active in the 
region. Subsequent to e-mail interaction with relevant parties in November and December 
2000, FORAGRO organized a “brainstorming” meeting at IICA, San Jose, Costa Rica, 8-9 
February 2001 to define the regional planning methodology.  
 
The "brainstorming" meeting was held as a preparatory step to the next planned 
meeting scheduled for 2-4 May 2001 in Mexico. It was envisaged that the results from this 
May meeting would be reported to the MTM’01. The Mexico meeting was expected to 
produce an agreed process for moving forward with a reassessment of research priorities, with 
Central America as a sub-regional pilot case study. It was agreed to proceed with the regional 
priority-setting process for the Central America sub-region covered by Puebla in Mexico to 
Panama. A small steering committee led by FORAGRO formed to oversee the process and 
help organize the first multi-stakeholder meeting in May 2001 in Mexico, and oversee the 
agenda and documents to be prepared for the meeting. Three studies were commissioned for 
the Mexico meeting: (i) Poverty in Meso-America, to be contributed by TAC; (ii) 
Competitiveness and technology in Agriculture in Central America, to be contributed by 
FONTAGRO; (iii) Annotated inventory of studies on research priorities in Meso-America, to 
be contributed by GFAR. 
 
 This was followed by a multi-stakeholder meeting on Sub-Regional Priority-Setting, 
2-4 May 2001, CIMMTY, Mexico. Organized by FORAGRO and cohosted by CIMMYT. 
The meeting was attended by a cross-section of institutions including representative from 
FORAGRO and regional NARS, FONTAGRO, PROCICARIBE, PROCISUR, 
PROCIANDINO, CONDESAN, CGIAR Centres, SICTA, CATIE, INIFAP, IICA, Inter-
Agency Group on Rural Development in LAC and other donors, private sector, NGOs, 
development agencies, and TAC. 
 
 TAC made the following contributions to the meeting: 
 
1. An invited paper by Alain de Janvry and Amir Kassam on the "Advantages and Added 
Value of the Regional Approach to Research for the International Agricultural 
Research System".  
2. The TAC Consultancy Report by Reed Hertford on "Poverty in Meso-America: 
Tendencies, Causes, and Implications for Agricultural Research 
(SDR/TAC:IAR/01/16).   
3. TAC priorities and strategies datasets for Central America and the Caribbean on 
population, poverty indicators, agricultural performance indicators, nutrition and other 
social indicators, commodity prices, share of production sectors and the effect on its 
relative importance of poverty modifiers, and estimated shares of values of production 




 The main outcome from the Mexico meeting was a proposal entitled “Pilot Project for 
the Study of Research Priorities for Meso-America and to Consolidate Strategic Alliances 
Around Them”. The FORAGRO pilot project was submitted to CGIAR donors for partial 
funding but no donor came forward to support the implementation of the pilot experiment. 
 
2.2.1 Poverty in Meso-America: Tendencies, Causes and Implications for Agricultural 
Research (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/16) 
 
This study reviewed poverty at the global level and at the level of Latin American and 
Caribbean (LAC).  On one commonly used measure of poverty, LAC is that developing 
region of the world with the highest incidence of poor people—slightly over one in every two 
persons.  Worldwide, poverty also turns out to be far more persistent than presumed by the G-
8 resolution to halve it by 2030.  Less surprising, perhaps, is that it is shown to be 
predominantly a rural problem, even in the rapidly urbanizing LAC region.  
 
 In the 1990s, poverty’s persistence around the world was due to increased income 
inequality within countries and patterns of economic growth that widened gaps between rich 
and poor countries.  That poverty is a rural problem is hardly surprising, given its chief 
determinants:  fewer owned assets, lower returns to those assets, greater variability in asset 
amounts and returns through time, low levels of public sector social spending, and locational 
factors (e.g., remoteness and accessibility).  But within LAC, it is also an agricultural 
problem.  Campaigns to reduce poverty should not only give top priority to rural areas, but 
within rural areas, agriculture should come in first for attention. 
 
 No evidence was found to support three plausible hypotheses concerning recent trends 
in poverty, including its persistence:  that the pervasive “opening” and “globalization” of the 
world’s economies worked against poverty reduction; that natural resources degradation 
reinforced poverty; or that rising rural non-farm employment led to greater poverty. 
 
Against this backdrop, the paper then turns to a characterization of poverty in Meso-
America (Puebla to Panama), taking each country as a case study.  With 60 percent of this 
region being poor and 40 percent extremely poor, the incidence of poverty is higher than for 
the world as a whole and roughly twice as high as for the LAC region.  Too, it is observed 
that the incidence of poverty tends to decline on passing from the north to the south of the 
region; the incidence of poverty improved in the 1990s, except in the two most northern 
countries; rural poverty is everywhere more intense than urban poverty; and most of the poor 
are in rural areas (except in Mexico).   
 
Highlights of the country case studies indicate that poverty could probably be 
eradicated from Costa Rica and Panama with a small fraction of the government’s budget; 
Mexico’s commitment to a pro-rural social development budget may show the way (if not at 
least one way) for countries of the region to alleviate poverty; the centrality of agriculture to 
economic upturns and poverty reduction was exemplified by Nicaragua’s economic recovery 
of the 1990s; Honduran poverty is linked to hillside resource degradation and deforestation, 
even though the linkage is not always present in other developing countries; the El Salvador 
case most clearly demonstrates that good rural jobs and better rural incomes require 
complementary capital and investments; and Guatemala, where poverty is severe, widespread, 




 Implications for agricultural research?  Repeatedly, multiple factors are shown to 
cause poverty.  This being the case, agricultural research cannot successfully attack poverty 
alone, but in union with organizations that can support and manage other poverty 
determinants.  Integrating a comprehensive rural poverty reduction campaign, however, will 
require, first, better data with standard contents, uniform indicators, and statistical confidence 
and, second, more in depth study of specific agricultural determinants, production systems, 
and the relationships between socioeconomic variables, on the one hand, and abiotic and 
biotic variables on the other.  The insufficient study of poverty’s rural and agricultural 
determinants has shackled understandings of the causes and remedies of poverty.   
 
The successful design of poverty reduction programs will require that the better data 
and more thorough analyses be applied to examinations of the occupations of the poor.  To be 
analyzed is the poverty incidence by rural occupational class, and the requirements of exiting 
poverty within a class, or of exiting poverty from one class to move on to another with higher 
incomes.  The implication is that agricultural research can do much more than merely improve 
the enterprise returns for poor producers engaged exclusively in farming.  For example, in the 
case of poor farmers also working in higher paying rural non-farm wage jobs, agricultural 
research might devise means by which on-farm labour time could be conserved so more time 
might be available to spend in higher paying rural non-farm positions. 
 
2.2.2 Pilot Project for the Study of Research Priorities for Meso-America and to 
Consolidate Strategic Alliances Around Them 
 
At the Mexico Meeting, the participants agreed that this project should aim to achieve 
the following development objectives in the region:  (a) to contribute towards reducing the 
high level of  rural poverty;  (b) to raise the low levels of competitiveness of extended 
agriculture (namely the agro-industrial chains);  (c) to offset the high rate of natural resource 
degradation, focusing on soil, water and genetic resources,  and (d) to foster greater 
consistency between policies and existing institutions in general,  and the demands and urgent 
challenges facing the agri-food sector. 
 
In order to solve these problems a continual process of consultation and cooperation must be 
pursued which will achieve short term results (six to eight months) and medium term results.  
This implies establishing a process for debating and analysing the regional agenda as well as 
the longer-term priorities, to make it possible not only to formulate priorities but also to 
monitor the progress that is being made in terms of achieving the objectives being pursued, in 
a dynamic process. 
 
In order to achieve the above, three operational objectives were set for this project: 
 
a) to better define the regional research priorities, in order to develop a regional research 
agenda; 
b) to reach a consensus among the research stakeholders in order to secure their 
commitment to the objectives being pursued, and to carry out concerted actions around 
the priorities identified (through strategic projects); 
c) to help identify the role of each stakeholder in the regional strategy, including the 
CGIAR as one of the important actors in the region, and to strengthen the most 




The expected outputs of this project can be summarized as follows: 
 
a) The regional research and technological development priorities for Meso-America will 
be better formulated and more sharply focused.  What is new here is the way in which 
the various stakeholders are integrated.  Even more important than drawing up the list 
of priorities as such, is the fact of achieving a consensus among all the stakeholders 
working in the region and the need for cooperation in order to achieve the objectives 
that have been set.  One very important part in this process will be the strengthening of 
SICTA and the involvement of CATIE.  It is this interaction between the stakeholders 
in the region around a jointly agreed/shared agenda that makes the whole process more 
significant. 
 
b) The second output from the project will be the strategic frameworks that are 
formulated in each of the five priority areas which will make it possible to define the 
main activities to be implemented in each of them, and facilitate their distribution 
among the stakeholders involved. These strategic frameworks will also make it 
possible to follow-up the activities as they move forward in terms of the operational 
objectives that can be set for each one of these priority areas, and the progress made in 
attaining these objectives (impact assessment). 
 
c) The third output is particularly important, because it deals with a portfolio of projects 
of strategic importance to the sub-region in the priority areas mentioned above. These 
projects will make it possible to convert the regional priorities and the strategic 
frameworks into specific activities to be implemented by groups or by consortia of 
research centres and interested stakeholders. The projects will be submitted to 
different donors and to FONTAGRO for their appraisal. It is here that joint action 
between FONTAGRO and the donors - bilateral and multilateral - can play a 
particularly important part in the process under this project, and hence in the later 
implementation of the research projects.  
 
d) The fourth output has to do with the design of a CGIAR strategy for Meso-America, 
which is compatible with the broader framework of regional priorities that emerge 
from this process. The international centres have sole responsibility for drawing up 
this strategy, because it is a matter for their corporate programmes and policies and the 
decisions of the Consultative Group as such. But by doing it in coordination with this 
process of regional prioritization, all the parties involved will benefit. The 
international centres can contribute their extremely valuable experience and familiarity 
with the region to this regional prioritization process, as they did at the meetings in 
San José and in Mexico. And this forms part of a broader issue:  the role of each 
stakeholder in developing and implementing the regional strategy. 
 
The project considers four main activities for implementation:   
 
(a) the establishment of a consensus between the stakeholders regarding the research 
priorities in Meso-America;   
(b) the development of strategic frameworks in five priority thematic areas that have 
already been identified through recent prioritization efforts, which will enable the 
stakeholders to coordinate their activities;   
(c) the preparation of a portfolio of strategic projects for the region in the high priority 
areas; and   
  
7 
(d) facilitate the development of a CGIAR strategy for Meso-America, working very 
closely with the CGIAR centres that operate in the region. 
 
2.3 CGIAR Research and Poverty Reduction (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/02 Rev.1) 
 
To implement the new CGIAR vision and strategy and the regional research approach, 
TAC anticipated the need for: improved understanding of the processes and conditions under 
which agricultural technology can be an effective instrument for poverty reduction. TAC 
commissioned IFPRI to take up the challenge. Consequently, a document, “CGIAR Research 
and Poverty Reduction" (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/02 Rev.1), was prepared by IFPRI (Peter Hazell 
and Lawrence Haddad) in consultation with TAC with the aim of describing the processes and 
conditions under which agricultural technology can be an effective instrument for poverty 
reduction. TAC accepted the report in the context of its ongoing work on priorities and 
strategies and prepared a commentary. The report was distributed to the Group at AGM 2001. 
 
2.3.1   Main conclusions of the report 
 
 How can the CGIAR use its very limited resources and its specific field of expertise to 
attack such a vast and complex problem as world poverty?  Since poverty reduction is its 
main mission, answering this question should be the main focus of attention for the system as 
a whole.  Yet, and somewhat surprisingly, very little is known about this complex problem.  
Anecdotal evidence exists, but it does not scale up to comprehensive interpretations.  A few 
global studies have been made, but they apply to only some regions of the world, and results 
need to be confirmed.  The current report is consequently based on evidence that is not firmly 
linked in causal relations, where specific actions are presumed to have specific effects, but 
these largely remain to be confirmed.  Yet, the information presented is state of the arts, and 
gives us hints of what to expect from particular technologies, in particular contexts, and for 
specific categories of poor.  Conclusions of the report are consequently useful, even if 
preliminary and suggestive. 
 
 The report proceeds in the following logical steps. It: 
 
i)  Identifies the various instruments that agricultural research offers for poverty 
reduction: 
 Technological change in staple crops (the traditional approach). 
 Technological change in high value added crops and livestock. 
 Technological change for low potential areas. 
 Technological change for employment creation. 
 Technological change for improved food quality. 
 Natural resource management. 





ii)  Characterizes the context in which technology will bear on poverty through a 
typology of instances.  The dimensions used to construct a typology are: 
  National context: 
  Low- versus middle-income countries. 
  Liberalized vs. policy constrained markets. 
  Regional context: 
  Quality of infrastructure. 
  Surplus vs. scarce labour. 
  Low vs. high agroclimatic potential. 
 
 iii)  Enumerates the channels of causation through which technology bears on poverty. 
 Direct benefits on poor adopters. 
 Creation of agricultural employment and higher wages. 
 Migration opportunities from other regions. 
 Development of the non-farm economy. 
 Reduction in the price of food for consumers. 
 Improvements in food quality. 
 Empowerment through participatory research. 
 
 iv)  Identifies the poverty outcomes: 
 Reduction in physiological deprivation (income, nutrition, health). 
 Reduction in social deprivation (empowerment). 
 
 At current state of the arts, linkages between these logical blocks in the reasoning are 
unfortunately still largely missing.  As a consequence, we do not yet have a comprehensive 
model that we can use for predictive purposes, where changes in technological options and in 
the context where technology is released would, through channels of causation, affect poverty 
outcomes.  Yet, based on current knowledge in the profession and IFPRI’s expertise, the 
authors arrive at the following recommendations for the CGIAR to optimize the poverty 
reduction impact of its research efforts.  These recommendations stand as conclusions for the 
report: 
 
 i)  Focus on situations where there are expectations of scaling up for research results. 
ii)  Focus on geographical areas where the largest numbers of poor people live, namely 
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. 
iii)  Seek research partnerships with users to adapt generic technologies to local 
conditions and empower poor people through participation. 
iv)  Pay more attention to the research opportunities on cash crops and non-ruminant 
livestock where the CGIAR may have comparative advantage. 
 v) Focus research on improving the nutrient, storage, and cooking qualities of foods. 
vi)  Focus on NRM problems (including socio-economic constraints) where potential 
for scaling up exists, including through adaptation by local people. 
 vii)  Focus on biotechnological innovations relevant for poor farmers. 
viii)  Help build the capacity of NARS and Extension Systems to undertake pro-poor 
research. 





2.3.2   TAC commentary 
 
 With a perspective on the needs for further research on the technology-poverty 
linkage, TAC would like to offer the following comments on the report. 
 
i) Innovative aspects of the research 
 
 The approach followed by the authors, and their ability to bring to bear a vast array 
of supportive information, is quite innovative. In particular, TAC would like to stress the 
following aspects of the research: 
 
· Focus on the multidimensionality of poverty: not only the income dimension of 
poverty, but also nutrition, health, and empowerment. 
· Efforts to develop a typology to characterize the heterogeneity of contexts, helping 
to identify what technology would be most effective for which conditions. 
· Stress the role of indirect effects of technology (i.e., go beyond only analyzing 
direct effects on adopters) to consider effects on employment, wages, non-farm 
activities, the quality of food, and the price of food. 
· Conclusions reflect state of the arts expert knowledge. 
 
 In such a large and complex problem, there remain many gaps which should be 
addressed by further research.  Some important directions for research are the following. 
 
ii) Link poverty outcomes to technology through rigorous causal relations 
 
 The conclusions offered are sensible, and in fact altogether not very surprising.  The 
vast expertise accumulated at IFPRI lends confidence in the recommendations.  And many 
would agree with the recommendations made based on common sense.  However, to this 
stage, it must be remembered that conclusions do not formally derive from the analysis 
because linkages are missing between the building blocks used in the reasoning.  Conclusions 
are, consequently, still speculative, as indicated by the authors themselves.   
 
iii) Make recommendations for the CGIAR conditional on the heterogeneity of poverty 
and contexts 
 
 The report usefully proceeds to identify technological options through a typology that 
distinguishes between features of the country and of regions within the country.  Optimum 
technological choices for poverty reduction are conditional on categories within this 
typology.  Yet, when time comes for conclusions, recommendations are not conditional on a 
particular location in the typology.  We should not lose sight of the tremendous heterogeneity 
that characterizes the poor and the conditions under which they live.  Hence, in further work, 
recommendations for the CGIAR should be made conditional on types of poor and types of 





iv) Characterize the type of farm operation in establishing technological options for 
poverty reduction 
 
 In agrarian studies, the most commonly used characteristic on the basis of which 
typologies have been constructed is farm size:  small part-time farms where households are 
strongly vested in off-farm activities, family farms where household labour is the main source 
of effort, medium commercial farms with a large component of family labour but strong 
market relations, and large commercial enterprises based on the use of hired labour.  In this 
report, surplus labour in the region is used as a proxy for both extensive presence of landless 
households and of a multitude of small farms.  Correspondence may not hold.  African 
agriculture is largely smallholder, but with little landlessness.  Latin American agriculture is 
highly dual, with both large and numerous small (minifundio) farms, and there are many 
landless.  South Africa has a lot of landless and limited numbers of small farmers.  Hence, 
landlessness (surplus labour) as a proxy for land distribution does not generally hold.  In 
terms of technological priorities, not looking at the distribution of access to land across 
households makes us lose on the main guidelines for the definition of research priorities. 
 
v) Determine the optimum balance between direct and indirect effects for each 
particular poverty-context situation 
 
 A key decision that CGIAR administrators and donors need to make is when to seek 
investing in research for poor smallholders to achieve direct effects on poverty, and when to 
seek investing in research that will benefit principally large farmers but creates indirect 
effects (through such effects as employment creation, higher wages, growth of the non-
agricultural sectors, and a lower price of food for net buyers) that can be powerful for 
poverty reduction.  If technologies are the same for all farms, then the dilemma does not 
arise.  If they are not the same, which will generally be the case, then careful analysis is 
required.  The report poses the question adequately in identifying the channels of causation 
through which technology can have an impact on poverty, stressing the role of indirect 
effects.  It, however, does not give us an answer about how to set research priorities to 
optimally balance direct and indirect effects for aggregate poverty reduction in each 
particular setting.  This is a research agenda that urgently needs to be assumed. 
 
vi) Establish a balance in the roles of public and private research as sources of 
technology for poverty reduction 
 
 The report makes a strong pitch for increased budgets for public research as an 
instrument for poverty reduction.  It makes original contributions in stressing the role of civil 
society contributions through participatory research with farmers and grassroots 
organizations.  Insufficiently explored, however, are the roles of partnerships with the private 
sector, which is especially important due to: 
 
Complementarity between public and private investments in research in achieving 
poverty reduction. 
Declining public research budgets which are unlikely to display a major turnabout in 
the near future. 
Intellectual property rights that limit CGIAR access to proprietary information needed 




 Advocacy of higher public sector budgets is desirable.  However, unless coordinated 
with private initiatives, public research is unlikely to provide the technology needed to reduce 
world poverty. 
 
vii) Identify the role of private sector intermediaries in transforming CGIAR research 
outputs into useful products for the poor 
 
 The report gives a lot of attention to the roles of participatory research and grassroots 
organizations in linking CGIAR scientists to end users, and in helping adapt research outputs 
to the heterogeneity of poverty and contexts.  In addition, the process is, interestingly, part of 
the product as participation helps reduce poverty through empowerment.  This is certainly 
very important.  However, this is not the way most CGIAR research outputs are transformed 
into useful products that reach the poor.  This occurs via private sector intermediaries that 
make important complementary investments to transform these innovations into useful 
commercial products with potential to reduce poverty.  These intermediaries protect their 
investments through patents, franchises and trade marks, trade secrets, vertical integration 
contracts, staying ahead of the competition through a continuing flow of new products, 
eventual monopoly power, etc.  These strategies in turn provide the incentives necessary to 
induce investments in the development of useful products for the poor.  It is this intermediary 
sector that is too often weakly developed to serve as a bridge between CGIAR scientists and 
poor farmers.  Offices of technology transfer attached to centres could be useful for this 
purpose.  Hence, in addition to the role of participatory research and grassroots 
organizations, more attention needs to be given to the emergence and performance of these 
private sector intermediaries in linking technology to poverty. 
 
viii) Go beyond crops towards forests, fisheries, and livestock 
 
 The report largely focuses on agricultural research applied to crops.  This reflects the 
fact that much past social science on technology and poverty has focused on crops.  Yet, much 
of world’s rural poverty is associated with forests, fisheries, and livestock.  The CGIAR is 
importantly vested in research in these other sources of livelihood.  They consequently 
require full attention in using “agricultural” research for poverty reduction. 
 
ix) Seek better quality nutrition through both fortification and the diversification of 
diets  
 
 The report correctly identifies the important potential of agricultural research in 
improving nutrition, and IFPRI has done much pioneering work on this aspect of agricultural 
technology.  Various options should be considered and related to the nature of poverty and 
malnutrition.  They include biotechnology and the fortification of food through insertion of 
new traits, as emphasized in the report.  However, more emphasis could be given to achieving 
better nutrition through the diversification of diets via integrated farming systems, well 
functioning food systems, and nutrition education.  Careful balance between these 
approaches need to be sought for each particular context. 
 
x) Other research themes in the technology-poverty relation 
 
 As we have shown, the paper makes important contributions to a better understanding 
of the technology-poverty linkage.  Fair to say, however, is that we still have a lot of ground 
work research to do to rigorously establish causal linkages before firm conclusions can be 
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offered.  Current case studies on the technology-poverty relation being developed at IFPRI 
for TAC-SPIA should go a long way in this direction.  In addition, formal modelling efforts 
may be needed to capture linkages more rigorously.  Future research should also stress the 
following dimensions of the technology-poverty linkage: 
 
a) Focus on a regional approach to research priority setting and to attacking 
poverty 
 
 A regional approach helps coordinate technology with the actions of other 
development agents in the region to jointly: (1) set regional research priorities to provide new 
technological options and (2) work on removing the household (control over assets) and 
contextual deficiencies (policies, public goods, and institutions) that block the adoption of the 
new technologies.  In other words, a regional approach allows to endogenize as policy 
options the features of the context which are taken as exogenous in typology construction.  In 
so doing, it multiplies the set of instruments available to combat poverty and gives greatly 
enhanced value to the potential role of agricultural technology in poverty reduction. 
 
 b) Focus on the vulnerability dimension of poverty 
 
 The report lumps vulnerability with empowerment.  Empowerment may be an 
instrument for reducing vulnerability, but there are many other instruments to do this, and 
technology has a role to play.  For instance, if global warming is to increasingly destabilize 
weather patterns, management of abiotic stress will be an increasingly important dimension 
of household strategies.  Putting into place farming systems that are more resilient to climatic 
shocks, and yet sacrifice a minimum of expected income in achieving more stable yields, 
should be an integral dimension of strategies using technology to reduce poverty.   
 
 c) Focus on the technological support to household livelihoods  
 
 The report does a good job in shifting the approach to rural poverty reduction from a 
focus on agriculture and farms, to a focus on households and livelihood strategies.  Rural 
households are typically involved in a multiplicity of activities that help deploy more 
effectively their labour endowments and protect them from risks.  Yet, this holistic vision of 
livelihood strategies still needs to be translated into pragmatic guidelines in establishing 
agricultural research priorities.  For the moment, there remains a gap between holistic 
visions and the practice of allocating resources to agriculture research. 
 
           In conclusion, TAC thanks IFPRI for taking on this difficult task and praises the 
authors for the comprehensiveness of their report and the innovations they have made in 
researching the theme.  TAC stresses the urgent need to proceed with further research on the 
technology-poverty linkage to help better allocate scarce resources for maximum impact of 
the CGIAR on world poverty reduction. 
 
2.4 A Regional Approach to Setting Research Priorities and Implementation: Towards 
Satisfying National, Regional and International Concerns? (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/21) 
 
TAC also anticipated the need for a set of guidelines for setting regional research 
priorities and their integration with global research priorities. TAC requested ISNAR to take 




 Consequently, a document,  “A Regional Approach to Setting Research Priorities and 
Implementation: Towards Satisfying National, Regional and International Concerns?” 
(SDR/TAC:IAR/01/21) was prepared jointly with ISNAR by Willem Janssen, Amir Kassam 
and Alain de Janvry with the aim of formulating a set of guidelines for setting regional 
research priorities, taking into account challenges and concerns highlighted at national, 
regional and international levels. The report was also distributed to the Group at AGM 2001. 
 
The paper outlines an approach to sub-regional priority setting from the bottom up. It 
is based on earlier experiences with regional priority setting and research planning in general. 
Establishing priorities is by itself not an easy activity (though some of the available 
methodologies have not contributed to making it easier). The process would be complex 
enough if it were done for one organization, which controls the resources that it wishes to 
allocate through the priority setting exercise.  
 
 The process is complicated by the fact that it is not about allocating resources but 
about attracting resources and by the fact that it is not for one organization but for many, very 
different organizations. The implicit challenge in regional priority setting is to arrive at an 
outcome or a compromise acceptable to all participants and through which most or all 
participants can be better off. In addition, if the outcome is attractive new organizations may 
be interested to contribute to the regional agenda. If the outcome is not attractive, a lot of 
time, credibility and willingness to collaborate will have been wasted.  
 
 One of the major risks in setting regional priorities is that the level of detail is such 
that possible regional partners could be excluded. The regional agenda that comes out of the 
priority setting exercise must be like a painting made with a large brush, in a simple 
composition with attractive colours.  Otherwise it will not draw the attention of research 
institutes, funding agencies, and development organizations and will not contribute to 
sustainable and equitable development. 
 
 The CGIAR can benefit from the regional priority setting exercises in the following 
ways: 
 
1. The outcomes of the different priority setting exercises can be integrated in the 
 CGIAR efforts to identify Challenge Programmes. 
2. The CGIAR Centres may analyse how their priorities relate with the priorities 
of the region. 
3. The CGIAR might use the regional priorities to define its strategy for each of 
the regions. 
 
 A central issue in the interaction between sub-regional priorities and the CGIAR 
Centres is poverty alleviation through raising real incomes of producers and consumers, and 
generating rural employment leading to improvement in sustainable food security and 
resource management.  
 
 Through the regional approach to research envisaged in Plank 4 of its new vision and 
strategy, the CGIAR aims  to make its research priorities demand and impact driven and to 
improve the international division of labour in planning and implementing international 
public goods research. That subset of regional priorities that can meet CGIAR strategic 
criteria will be of potential interest to the CGIAR for inclusion in its agenda. Because there 
are large areas of coincidence in objectives and modus operandi, there is ample scope for 
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collaboration between NARS, regional organizations and the CGIAR in the definition and 
implementation of research agendas. Each group of organization is, however, pursuing 
objectives that are not the same. In addition to regional objectives, the CGIAR is pursuing 
objectives at the global level which are not simply the aggregation of regional research needs. 
Within a region, the CGIAR will be pursuing objectives that are partly, and potentially 
largely, coincidental with national and regional objectives, but also partly distinct. 
 
 The integration of CGIAR regional and global priorities and making adjustments and 
balancing at the inter-regional and global level will most likely occur over time as an ongoing 
process. It will be that subset of regional priorities that are consistent with CGIAR goals that 
will be of interest to the CGIAR. The subset of regional priorities would have gone through 
an appropriate joint evaluation by the CGIAR Centres at the regional level for incorporation 
into Centres’ joint and individual programme portfolios. The further sorting of these priorities 
at the next level (inter-regional and global) would not be possible as a one time exercise for 
all the regions together because each sub-region will have its own planning cycle. This is the 
so called Phase II of the bottom-up exercise, the integration of regional priorities into the 
CGIAR global research agenda, Phase I dealing with the identification of the comprehensive 
set of regional priorities by the regional stakeholders and the identification of a subset by 
CGIAR Centres and their NARS partners. TAC has highlighted this as an area where there is 
little experience in the System. The challenge for the CGIAR is to determine how to maintain 
a global focus in its agenda while promoting a coordinated regional approach to research 
planning and implementation. 
  
2.5 Some Challenges as Reported  by TAC to the Group at AGM 2001 
 
Since the report at MTM, additional challenges came to light with regards to 
establishing a multi-stakeholder regional approach to research planning focussed on poverty 
alleviation. These were presented as follows to the Group at AGM 2001 in the “Progress 
Report on Regional Approach to Research” (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/32). 
 
The regional approach to research planning and priority setting was meant to 
complement the global commodity/thematic approach which has hitherto characterized 
research planning in the CGIAR.  With the new focus on poverty alleviation, a regional 
approach was thought to be more likely to capture the complexity and heterogeneity of 
poverty and thereby help the CGIAR Centres and their NARS partners better target their 
technology generation and policy formulation activities to the needs of the poor. By bringing 
the NGOs, farmers, the private sector and the national and regional development agencies 
around the planning table, the research priorities and strategies can be better articulated and 
aligned with the needs of the farmers, with the strategy of extension agencies and investment 
decisions of the national and regional development agencies as well as the private sector. 
 
 The NARS and their regional organizations and the Centres have taken up the 
challenge and simultaneous consultations are now underway in the different regions. 
Experiences so far highlighted the following problems and opportunities: 
 
· How best to introduce the perspectives of NGOs, farmers’ associations, and the 
private sector into the planning process? 
· How to align major investment decisions in agricultural and rural development 
with research activities and/or structure research to support investment decisions? 
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· How to integrate agriculture planning with fisheries and forestry whose research 
organizations conventionally are independent of agricultural institutions? 
· How to tackle the methodological issues of linking technology with poverty; of 
poverty mapping and synthesizing global priorities out of the identified regional 
priorities? 
· How the regional exercises should feed into and influence the heartland agenda of 
the CGIAR Centres and the articulation and development of Challenge 
Programmes? 
· Given the high transaction costs of establishing and sustaining multi-stakeholder 
processes, how should these be supported to maintain momentum, effectiveness 
and cost-efficiency?  
 
 The enthusiasm with which the NARS and the CGIAR Centres have approached joint 
research planning is an essential first step. But the full benefit of the regional approach can be 
attained only with participation of the farmers themselves, of the private sector and the 
development and investment agencies. There are enormous process and methodological 
hurdles to be overcome which are enumerated further in the ISNAR-TAC discussion working 
document “A Regional Approach to Setting Research Priorities and Implementation: Towards 
Satisfying National, Regional and International Concerns?” (SDR/TAC:IAR/01/21). The 





3. Developments During 2002  
 
Since AGM 2001, TAC and then the iSC focussed its efforts in facilitating the 
regional consultation process in sub-Saharan Africa region, while keeping a watching brief on 
regional consultation activities in the other regions. In particular, as a contribution to the 
consultation process in the West and Central Africa subregion, and in collaboration with 
GFAR and CORAF, the iSC commissioned two studies to examine the causes of low impact 
of agricultural research in the subregion and possible solutions leading to improved future 
performance, from two perspectives – national and international. Two consultants were hired 
to work with the iSC Standing Committee on Priorities and Strategies (SCOPAS) to conduct 
the studies. SCOPAS provided the terms of reference for the studies. Dr. Willem Stoop 
examined the agricultural research performance from a national perspective and Dr. Lukas 
Brader from an international perspective. Syngenta Foundation provided support to the Mali 
portion of Dr. Stoop’s work.  
 
Dr. Stoop’s report  is given in Annex I, entitled “A study and comprehensive analysis 
of the causes for low adoption rates of agricultural research results in West and Central 
Africa: possible solutions leading to greater future impacts: The Mali and Guinea case 
studies” (SDR/iSC:IAR/02/21). 
 
 Dr. Brader’s report is given in Annex II, entitled “A Study about the Causes for Low 
Adoption Rates of Agriculture Research Results in West and Central Africa: Possible 
Solutions Leading to Greater Future Impacts” (SDR/iSC:IAR/02/22) 
 
 The iSC at its August 2002 meeting discussed the two reports. The iSC believes that 
these studies should be given maximum visibility as they bring new ideas to a problem still in 
great need of good diagnostics and new approaches. They will also be useful in providing 
guidelines in defining CPs for sub-Saharan Africa. Therefore, the iSC requested SCOPAS to 





4. The iSC-SCOPAS Commentary on the Stoop-Brader Reports 
 
Two studies about the causes of low impact of agricultural research 
in West and Central Africa:  
Possible solutions leading to improved future performance 
 
 
The iSC asked Drs. Willem Stoop and Lukas Brader to propose independent 
interpretations as to why the past products of agricultural research in West and Central 
Africa have had limited impacts on the performance of agriculture and on poverty reduction, 
and to suggest ways ahead to remedy this situation.  The two separate reports that were 
submitted provide deeply provocative statements about what went wrong with the way (1) 
agricultural research has been conducted and (2) the results of agricultural research have 
been used by farmers.  They propose well reasoned alternative approaches to remedy the 
current situation.  The reports were jointly sponsored by iSC and the Syngenta Foundation.  
Drs. Stoop and Brader are some of the very best experts on agricultural research in Africa to 
address these issues, having worked for many years on the subject.  Their two documents 
offer sharply contrasted yet complementary interpretations.  They should help make 
fundamental contributions to reconsidering approaches to agricultural research in Africa at a 
time when new approaches are being sought by CORAF, GFAR, and the CGIAR, particularly 
in the context of the definition of Challenge Programs for the region.  The documents should 
be widely debated by NARS in the region, the CGIAR, and among people and institutions 
interested in agricultural research and poverty in Africa.   
 
(i)  The Stoop report 
 
a.  The proposed interpretation 
 
 The main thesis advanced by Stoop is that low impact is due to low adoption.  Limited 
adoption is in turn due to the fact that the wrong model was used for the generation and 
diffusion of technological innovations.  According to Stoop, the model that was applied to 
Africa is an uncritical transposition of the standardized improved varieties cum chemicals 
blueprint that was successful in achieving the Green Revolution in Asia.  In that case, the 
release of new varieties in a sufficiently homogenous agro-ecological context and with 
generally adequate markets, supportive institutions, and policies led to rapid adoption, 
initially by the more commercial farmers, but eventually by the mass of smallholders as well.  
Improved technology was the missing element needed to make a quantum jump in yield and 
income levels.  These conditions do not, however, hold in Africa.  There, the huge diversity 
and variability of local ecological, socio-economic, cultural, and policy contexts and 
conditions invalidates a standardized approach.  In addition, there is general weakness of 
NARES and significant deficiencies in markets, institutions, public goods, and policies, with 
the implication that innovations need be robust to these deficiencies.  What is needed for 
Africa is consequently a different research-extension paradigm.  Without this different 
approach, tailored to the specificity of African conditions, technologies released will not be of 
the right type and will consequently not be extensively adopted. 
 
 What is this alternative paradigm?  What Stoop proposes is a participatory learning 
process, where research is conducted in partnership with producers’ organizations and 
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through extensive on-farm experimentation.  Local participation would help mobilize 
information about the huge heterogeneity and complexity of conditions and constraints under 
which farmers operate, continuously adapt innovations to these diverse and variable 
conditions, and create ownership of the innovations thus facilitating diffusion.  The process 
would also help increase local capabilities and develop entrepreneurship.  A participatory 
approach to research is of course not new.  However, Stoop is critical of the way the 
approach has been used in Africa and in other parts of the world, with insufficient 
experimentation and analysis to determine best practice under different conditions.  Given 
weakness of national-level research systems and existence of economies of scale in many 
research undertakings, a regional approach to research coordinated by CORAF and with a 
division of labour between autonomous NARES and CGIAR centres is deemed highly 
desirable.   
 
b.  Comments on the proposal 
 
 The proposed alternative approach to research and extension in West Africa is quite 
appealing and certainly deserves consideration and further analysis.  A problem, however, in 
the way the argument is developed is that it tends to create a sharp opposition between two 
paradigms, the bad and the good.  Since there is no systematic use of empirical evidence in 
this brief report, the relative merits of alternative paradigms may not be sufficiently nuanced, 
with in particular the risk of creating a negative construct called the “Green Revolution 
paradigm” that does not recognize localized success stories and heterogeneity in impacts.  
Are there positive lessons that could be derived from the Green Revolution approach?  Could 
this approach work better for some countries (e.g., where fertilizer prices are competitive 
with international market prices and where transactions costs in bringing modern inputs to 
the farm are low), regions (e.g., more homogenous irrigated areas; areas with a higher 
density of institutions and public goods in support of competitiveness), types of farmers (e.g., 
more commercial farmers), and classes of commodities (e.g., major grains) than the 
alternative approach would?  While the report stresses the great heterogeneity of farmers’ 
circumstances across Africa, it may also need recognize a continuum of applicability between 
two extremes, the “Green Revolution paradigm” and the “participatory learning paradigm”, 
instead of wholesale displacement of one by the other.  In fact, the core of the issue may be to 
precisely identify the conditions under which one approach is more effective than the other. 
 
Constraints to adoption may indeed come not from the research-extension system used 
that delivers inadequate technologies, but from deficiencies in the context where technologies 
are released.  This includes such factors as extensive market failures (high transactions costs, 
missing institutions for credit and insurance), low educational and health levels of farmers, 
inadequate land tenure systems, lack of investment in public goods such as infrastructure, 
policies biased against agriculture, etc.  As a consequence, there may be insufficient balance 
in the argumentation between what comes from the supply side of technologies (inadequate 
research and extension systems) and what comes from constraints on demand (low quality 
assets, market failures, institutional gaps, under-investment in public goods, and biased 
policies).  Is the greatest payoff to be obtained from fixing the research-extension paradigm to 
adapt it to an adverse context, or from fixing the context where it is being applied?  If fixing 
the context is important, then coordination of investments in research with other development 
interventions at the national and regional scales are fundamental.  This means that it is not 
only agricultural research that needs to be coordinated at a regional scale (role of CORAF), 
but also the potential contributions made by research and by other investments such as 
education, infrastructure, etc.  If this is the case, then the set of participants involved in 
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coordinating the effective use of agricultural innovations for development needs go beyond 
the traditional agricultural interests. 
 
The report proposes a vision of evolving agricultural systems in Africa to be assisted 
by agricultural research.  The vision is that agriculture needs to undergo a classical 
transformation from subsistence agriculture to large scale, mechanized, modern, commercial 
agriculture.  However, one can doubt whether this vision can apply to the vast majority of 
African farmers.  Implementation of the vision would lead to massive displacement of rural 
inhabitants toward urban environments where they would work in manufacture and services.  
Land could then concentrate into a few large mechanized farms. For the bulk of other farms, 
however, the needed transformation may well be quite different.  One can envisage a large 
number of small family farms, competitive on agricultural markets, but also involved in a 
multiplicity of other activities, thus helping households out of poverty.  As Thomas Reardon 
from Michigan State University has evidenced, even in Africa at a low level of industrial 
development, some 40% of farm households incomes are earned in non-agricultural 
activities.  These small farms may use modern technology, and hence be good clients for 
agricultural innovations.  They may well focus on high value crops, non-traditional exports, 
quality goods, niche markets, etc.  Hence, there is another vision for the transformation of 
African agriculture that may be more consistent with current trends and with better prospects 
for poverty reduction.  Implications for agricultural technology are important, in particular 
focusing on labour intensive farming systems as opposed to mechanized farming.  There are 
also important implications for the management of rural development programs from a 
regional perspective, with an important role for local organizations.  In any case, the two 
visions are not mutually exclusive.  But, in this cohabitation, the latter is likely to be 
quantitatively more important than the former in a poverty reduction perspective.  If CGIAR 
research is targeted at poverty, the technological needs of these small, pluri-active farmers 
cannot be neglected. 
 
The report gives interesting data contrasting adoption rates between favoured areas 
(irrigated) and marginal environments (rain fed).  The observed difference would deserve 
careful analysis.  Does low adoption in rain fed environments come from unfit technologies 
for the more heterogeneous conditions that characterize them (corresponding to the thesis 
advanced by Stoop, i.e., the supply side of technology) or does it come from low profitability 
in adverse environments and binding other constraints (such as insurance and credit market 
failures, high transactions costs, low education), and hence low demand?  Identifying the 
relative roles of these two causes of low adoption is key.  If the first dominates (the author’s 
thesis), then a new research-extension paradigm is indeed necessary.  If the second 
dominates, then a more comprehensive approach to investment in research that coordinates 
research with investments and reforms aimed at relaxing these other constraints is necessary. 
 
Stoop concludes his analysis of past impacts of agricultural technology (conclusion 4) 
by saying that:  “The major international trade policies and the proposed yield increasing 
technologies have had mostly adverse effects on alleviating poverty”.  This is a strong 
statement, not founded on supporting evidence.  Have yield increasing technologies been a 
cause of poverty?  That they have been ineffective in reducing poverty may be easier to admit.  
But that they have had adverse effects on alleviating poverty would need to be evidenced if 
maintained.  In addition, surely there is heterogeneity in impact.  Can yield increasing 




Stoop further concludes that: “The richer segments of the population will always be 
better positioned to profit, and therefore the gap between rich and poor is widened”.  This 
also is a strong statement.  Is yield increasing technology necessarily regressive?  One of the 
progressive effects of yield increasing technology is through reduction in the prices of staple 
foods.  This is particularly important in Africa, where most staples have low tradability.  Most 
poor people spend a high share of their budgets purchasing staple foods, and this includes 
many rural poor.  In addition, while there typically is a lag in adoption between rich and poor 
(that should be of serious concern), the expectation for the CGIAR is that yield increasing 
technology can indeed be effective for poverty reduction.  Again, heterogeneity of impacts 
needs to be carefully considered. 
 
As the author indicates, the modernization of agriculture will need more than 
technology and subsidized inputs.  Call is made for improved transportation, effective 
national research and extension services, higher investments in education, etc.  This is 
precisely why a coordinated approach to rural development is needed.  Not clear is how this 
would be done.  CORAF coordination of regional research efforts is necessary, but may be 
insufficient to reach into these other dimensions.  Yet, it is true that high payoffs from 
investments in research depend on these other investments.  It would be useful to explore how 
investments in agricultural research can thus be coordinated at national and regional scales 
with these complementary investments without which adoption rates will remain low.  Since 
much emphasis is placed on the coordinating role of CORAF, this may be a good opportunity 
to stress the need for CORAF to open its doors to broader partnerships in coordinating 
regional development efforts. 
 
The critical review of participatory approaches in development-oriented research is 
welcome.  Yes, the participatory approach has much promise and has been heralded in the 
CGIAR as an fundamental innovation to make research more effective for small farmers, but 
there has been insufficient experimentation with identification of best practices.  Making the 
most of the approach will require more than improving the interviewing techniques of senior 
scientists, giving them training in the social sciences, and improving logistics so they can 
spend more time in the field.  The whole approach needs to be treated as a research topic in 
itself, experimenting systematically with features of the approach so it be optimally adapted to 
various contexts and needs.  In addition, the participatory approach should not be just an 
appendix of research, but should be fully integrated into the definition of research strategies 
(comprehensive development frameworks) and the allocation of Centre budgets to research 
areas (see the recent discussion by Byerlee and Alex on pro-poor R&D). 
 
(ii)  The Brader report 
 
This also is a very important paper that provides a well informed interpretation of the 
reasons why agricultural research in West and Central Africa did not have more impact on 
aggregate yields.  In writing this paper, Brader not only makes use of his considerable 
personal experience with agricultural research in Central and West Africa, but also engages 
in a systematic review of research done by others in the region.  Results reveal that new 
technologies were in fact widely adopted.  The proposition is made, however, that inability for 
farmers to access the modern inputs (principally fertilizers and chemicals) complementary to 
high yielding seeds prevented them from deriving full benefits from research.  Low impact of 
adopted technologies places central responsibility on the role of the state, calling on better 
policy-making for agriculture, more investment in public goods, more support for national 
public research systems, and more promotion of producers’ organizations and the private 
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sector.  For the CGIAR, recommendation is made for more downstream and participatory 
research given weakness of NARES and the private sector in the region.  This rejoins the 
recommendations made by Stoop. 
 
(i)  Criteria to assess research contributions 
 
A central observation in Brader’s argument is that high adoption did not translate 
correspondingly into large yield gains.  Most of the output gains during the last forty years 
have been due to area expansion, not to yield increases.  Data presented are quite telling in 
support of this observation.  Results are summarized in the following table, decomposing 
observed output growth between what is due to yield gains and what is due to area expansion.  
Most of the growth, even in the 1980s and 1990s, was due to area expansion.  Only for maize 
in Central Africa did a third of observed output growth in the recent period originate in yield 
increases.  According to these data, contributions of yield to output growth have been 
insignificant for maize in Nigeria and for cowpeas in all regions.  Clearly, if the main 
outcome of successful research is to be growth in yields, much of the research in the region 
was indeed ineffective.  As possibilities of area expansion are more and more compromised 






The contradiction observed by Brader between “high adoption and low yield impacts” 
suggests, however, that yield gains may not have been the main objective of research.  Indeed, 
if most output gains were due to area expansion into new lands, it may well be that expansion 
could not have happened without research helping adapt new varieties to environments where 
traditional varieties would have had poor performance.  This is suggested for instance in the 
results reported from Aedsina et al. (1997) who observe that “the availability of early 
maturing varieties has allowed maize production in the semi-arid zones of Burkina-Faso, 
Mali, Niger, Senegal, and Guinea to grow phenomenally... Most of the growth has been due 
to area expansion.”   
Average annual growth rates (%) % contributions to production growth
Area Yield Production Area Yield Production
Maize Central Africa
1962-1980 5.2 -0.9 4.3 121 -20 100
1980-1998 6.7 4.1 11.0 61 37 100
1962-1980 -3.5 3.2 -0.3 1016 -946 100
1980-1998 23.0 5.9 30.2 76 19 100
1962-1980 -15.3 7.6 -8.9 173 -86 100
1980-1998 47.0 0.1 47.2 100 0 100
1962-1980 -0.9 6.4 5.5 -16 117 100
1980-1998 23.9 -0.8 22.9 104 -4 100
1962-1980 -6.2 7.3 0.6 -976 1150 100
1980-1998 25.6 1.8 27.8 92 6 100
1962-1980 13.5 13.6 28.9 47 47 100









There consequently is a need to take a broader look at what agricultural research has 
been offering, in particular, beyond potential yield gains that would only materialize if 
matched with access to modern inputs.  Other gains from research in the region include: 
 
 i)  Adaptation of maize and cowpea varieties to new environments, enabling area 
expansion. 
 
 ii)  Hidden yield gains:  Area expansion of a particular crop may occur in substitution 
for cultivation of other crops in good lands (e.g., maize displacing sorghum), but it may also 
occur by incorporating increasingly marginal areas into production.  In this latter case, area 
expansion would have resulted in declining yields had it not been for research.  Hence, the 
observed stagnant yields need to be compared not against previous average yield levels but 
against the counterfactual of yields that would have been observed with expansion into 
marginal areas without research.  Alternatively, yields need to be compared over time on the 
same, not an expanding, land area.  This counterfactual is still to be established. 
 
 iii)  As recognized by Brader, gains in pest resistance, helping stabilize yields and 
reduce risks, are very important for poor farmers with high risk aversion and with little 
access to chemical pesticides due to credit constraints, high transactions costs on markets, 
and bad policies. 
 
 iv)  Yield stabilization through higher drought resistance. 
 
v)  Cost reduction through improved farming systems, with in particular nitrogen 
fixation by leguminous species of crops or trees benefiting cereals. 
 
 vi)  Fodder production as a by-product of improved varieties (e.g., dual-purpose 
cowpeas). 
 
v)  Quality improvements in cereals. 
 
Many of the interesting stories told in the report suggest that a broader assessment 
needs to be made of the contributions made by research in the region.  Low gains in yields do 
not imply that research has not made valuable contributions. These contributions, however, 
remain in need of systematic evidence against the counterfactual of what would have 
happened without this research, following good impact analysis methodologies.  Measuring 
yield impact is the easiest to do through official statistics.  These other dimensions are harder 
to evidence, yet they may have been the main contribution of agricultural research and 
explain widespread adoption in spite of low observed changes in yields.  Doing this analysis 
is in itself an important research undertaking. 
 
(ii) Fixing the policy context and relaxing constraints on efficient use 
 
The central thesis for the interpretation of the observed “high adoption-low impact” 
dilemma is that the policy, public investment, and institutional framework did not provide 
farmers with access to the complementary goods and services needed for them to take full 
advantage of the yield potential of the adopted new varieties.  Macroeconomic policies (in 
particular appreciation of the real exchange rate and trade liberalization in distorted 
international markets) were detrimental to agriculture, investments in national research and 
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extension services were woefully inadequate, transactions costs on markets were very high 
due to poor infrastructure, modern inputs were excessively priced (often due to import tariffs 
to protect national industries and to raise fiscal revenues) or not available, the private sector 
was not present to replace declining public sector services, and farmers’ educational and 
health levels are insufficient to sustain a productive agriculture.  This is indeed the heart of 
the matter.  There are two alternative responses to this dilemma in making the contributions 
of agricultural research to poverty reduction more effective. 
 
One is to admit that these conditions are, in the short-medium run at least, largely 
structural and hence here to stay, and to adapt research to these conditions, making yield 
impact robust to these adverse conditions.  This is what is suggested in the last part of the 
report:  to direct the CGIAR to work more downstream in Africa as opposed to other regions, 
to rely more on the role of producers’ organizations and participatory research, to give a 
more prominent role to NGOs, and to develop farming systems less demanding in purchased 
inputs, where technology substitutes for these inputs for as long as they are out of reach for 
farmers.  Since both hunger and bad policy are here today, there may indeed be short run 
impacts that could be obtained through this strategic redefinition of how research is done and 
what products it aims at obtaining.   
 
The alternative response, also present in Brader’s paper, is to seek a broader regional 
approach to research that coordinates what agricultural research can do for poverty 
reduction with what other development agents in the region can contribute.  This requires 
better coordination between research priorities and donor and government interventions on 
other fronts:  macroeconomic and trade policy scrutinized through a “rural lens” (as in 
Canada) for their expected impacts on rural interests, investments in infrastructure to reduce 
transactions costs, development of institutions (credit, insurance, extension, market 
intelligence) in support of the competitiveness of small farmers, investments in the health and 
education of rural populations, coordination of investments in NARS and CGIAR research 
projects, etc.  There is no deficit of foreign aid in support of poverty reduction, and more 
could be obtained if it were used more efficiently. However, there still is a clear lack of 
coordination between investments in agricultural research and investments in the 
determinants of greater impacts from the adoption of improved agricultural technology.  This 
is beautifully clear in Brader’s report.  The implication is the urgent need to reconsider the 
way these investments are made and coordinated.  Questioning which regional and national 
institutions could provide this coordination is at the forefront of a solution in overcoming the 
dilemma of “high adoption and low impacts”.  Perhaps it is this response to the dilemma so 
clearly identified in Brader’s report that needs much further elaboration.  A plan of action as 
to how to get started on this is badly needed. 
 
Both responses are of course complementary, would it only be of necessity in a time 
dimension.  Yet, again, an explicit strategy for the CGIAR and for the region is urgently 
needed to establish the relative weights of the two lines of action. 
 
(ii) The road ahead: lessons derived from the two reports 
 
 The Stoop and Brader reports give us perceptive diagnostics on what went wrong with 
agricultural research in Central and West Africa, and give us important recommendations for 
the road ahead.  Both question the uncritical transposition to Africa of the Green Revolution 
model that was effective in other parts of the world.  This model offered new HYVs that could 
apply over larges expanses of relatively homogenous lands in contexts that were readily 
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favourable to adoption (adequate markets, policies, public goods, and institutions).  Delivery 
of passepartout technologies, intensive in purchased inputs, did not work for Africa.   
 
According to Stoop, this is because the vastly heterogeneous farming conditions 
encountered in Africa required a different approach to research, anchored in strong 
producers’ organizations and based on participation.  Only in this fashion could information 
about the specificity of local needs and constraints be revealed.  While the CGIAR has 
pioneered participatory research, this has not been pursued sufficiently systematically:  
experimentation with best practice has not been pushed far enough, and demands for 
innovations deriving from participatory approaches have not been sufficiently internalized 
into overall centre research priorities and budget allocations.  Promotion of strong 
producers’ organizations and decentralized research done in partnership with these 
organizations and with NARS are thus necessary. 
 
According to Brader, research on new varieties and new farming systems has 
delivered technological innovations that have been widely adopted.  Yet, impact on yields has 
been modest due to the adverse contexts in which African farmers operate.  Economic policies 
are biased against agriculture, markets are atrophied and burdened with high transactions 
costs, investments in rural public goods are lacking, and fundamental institutions, both public 
and private, in support of farmer competitiveness are missing.  As a result, new seeds were 
adopted without the use of complementary inputs.  Key is consequently to seek interventions 
complementary to agricultural research that will construct a context more germane in helping 
farmers derive yield benefits from the technologies they have so widely adopted.  National 
policy and institutional reforms that support the competitiveness of African agriculture are 
urgently needed.  It is also the rationale for a regional approach to agricultural research that 
coordinates investments in research with other investments that will complement research in 
making it effective to help reduce poverty. 
 
The two perspectives offered by Stoop and Barder are complementary.  For the 
CGIAR, NARS-GFAR, and regional organizations, the research agenda that derives from 
these two perspectives should be clear.  On the one hand, reconsider the current research 
strategy to develop a new approach, better tailored to the diversity and variability of 
conditions, the weakness of institutions in Africa, and capitalizing on the potential for a 
regional approach.  On the other hand, approach agricultural research from a broader 
perspective that coordinates what agricultural research can do for poverty reduction with the 
complementary interventions in the fields of policy reforms, public goods, and institutional 
innovations needed to make it more effective.  Both approaches are complementary for two 
reasons.  One is that the dominant limiting factor to success can be one or the other in 
particular places and times according to circumstances.  The other is that neither approach 
can be sufficient alone.  Reforming the way research is done can help make it more adequate 
to the conditions under which research results are ultimately made available for adoption.  
Reforming contexts can make adoption more profitable and more yield-increasing.  For many 
farmers, constraints on adoption will remain severe because of market failures that uniquely 
and differentially apply to them.  As a result, an approach to research that can accommodate 
the specificity of these conditions will always remain important, even after successful policy 
and institutional reforms have been implemented. 
 
The two reports give us fresh perspectives in defining a new approach for agricultural 
research in Africa.  They should be carefully taken into account by the CGIAR, regional 




5. Concluding Remarks  
 
 The lack of CGIAR support to the pilot experiment in Central America has led to a 
loss in momentum and enthusiasm from the regional and sub-regional organizations in 
organizing and engaging in multi-stakeholder consultation processes for research priority 
setting. However, planning activities of the various Challenge Programmes have provided 
some impetus to the process of integrating regional priorities with CGIAR priorities. This 
integration process could be strengthened and sustained if one regionally driven Challenge 
Programme initiative from the current batch of CPs in the regular process is supported by the 
CGIAR. There is evidence that some CGIAR donors would be willing to provide support to 
competitive research with a regional perspective which would facilitate the implementation of 
Plank 4. 
 
 In this regard, continuing effort will be required by the CGIAR Centres, GFAR, and 
the regional and subregional organizations to strengthen and sustain multi-stakeholder 
planning and priority setting processes at subregional levels. Regional research priorities for 
international public goods research should be of interest to CGIAR and its regional partners 
for collaborative research. It would be important for the CGIAR to provide support to such 
collaborative research, particularly where regional partners are willing to contribute resources 
and willing to develop multi-stakeholder planning activities involving the farmers, the private 
sector and the development and investment agencies. Systemwide and Challenge Programmes 
are effective mechanisms to promote the integration of regional priorities with CGIAR 
priorities for international public goods research. 
 
 Studies such as those by Drs. Stoop and Brader should prove to be very useful for 
regional priority setting, and have indeed already been discussed by CORAF.  They provide a 
sound basis for improving agricultural research planning and implementation. The iSC 
suggests that such studies need to be conducted by the Centres in collaboration with their 
regional and subregional partners in all subregions so as to improve the relevance, quality and 
impact of agricultural research. 
 
 The future Science Council should continue to commission such studies for other 
subregions, particularly for Eastern and Southern Africa,  South Asia and the Andean sub-
region. In each case, these studies should be prepared by people with considerable knowledge 
of the subregion/region and also great familiarity with the way the CGIAR works. The Stoop-
Brader studies have shown clearly that there is a need for better ways of assessing impact of 
agricultural research. Centres and their NARS partners are in a unique position to be able to 
monitor the impact process in a disaggregated fashion so that the CGIAR is able to obtain a 
more accurate picture of what is working and what is not. The future Science Council should 
facilitate the development and implementation of such methods. 
  
 
